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Abstract 
The number of studies comparing the practices of different teacher groups in providing written corrective feedback (WCF) in 
second language writing has increased recently (Porte, 1999; Shi, 2001; Hyland and Anan, 2006). Similarly, this study also 
investigates how two native and three non-native teachers of English provide WCF on their students’ writings at an English 
preparatory school in a state university in Turkey. The study is significant in the sense that by presenting current WCF beliefs
and practices espoused by different groups of teachers in a context which has not been investigated previously, it can 
considerably augment the research on teachers’ WCF practices. Teachers’ written feedbacks, think aloud protocols, semi-
structured interviews were used to identify issues that arise while providing feedback. The results of the data analysis revealed
that there were agreements as well as discrepancies in the areas such as (a) types of feedback, (b) teachers’ opinions on the 
value/effect of the feedback, (c) focus of WCF and the number of feedback, (d) style of feedback giving process, (e) overall 
grades and (f) reasons for these overall grades 
© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
Peer-review under responsibility of Hacettepe Universitesi. 
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1. Introduction 
The term feedback in this paper means “information that is given to the learner about his or her performance of a 
learning task, usually with the objective of improving this performance” (Ur, 1996:242). Written corrective 
feedback, on the other hand, refers to “…any feedback provided to a learner, from any source, that contains 
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evidence of learner error of language form” (Russell and Spada, 2006: 134). There are several other terms or 
expressions used in the same sense such as error correction or grammar correction (Truscott, 1996, 2007). The issue 
of corrective feedback has been the focus of numerous studies in the last decades. It has been investigated from 
various perspectives which include types of feedback provided (Ellis, et. al, 2008), student’s thoughts and 
preferences on error correction types (e.g., A. Cohen & Cavalcanti, 1990; Enginarlar, 1993), teachers’ thoughts and 
preferences (e.g., Lee, 2009; Evans et. al, 2010), effect of error correction on students target language improvement 
(e.g., Bitchener, 2008; Truscott, 1996), effect of different types of error correction (e.g., Ashwell, 2000; Bitchener & 
Knoch, 2009). Another aspect that has received a considerable amount of attention in written feedback research is 
comparing feedback giving practices of teachers’ with different cultural backgrounds. This increasing attention 
might be due to the fact that the world has become a global village now and in this global village both teachers and 
students have the chance to interact with people coming from various cultures. Particularly with worldwide 
educational projects which aim to establish cultural exchanges, borders have started to disappear. Many teachers 
now have the opportunity to work and experience teaching in different cultural contexts. Therefore, it seems likely 
that studies reflecting on how teachers from different cultural backgrounds view and practice feedback will continue 
to be on the agenda of researchers. With the same purpose, this study also aims to investigate the beliefs of native 
English speaking teachers (NESTs) and non-native English speaking teachers (NNESTs) regarding their beliefs and 
practices of written corrective feedback for students’ writing. 
1.1. Previous studies on NEST and NNEST  
The number of studies particularly focusing on NESTs and NNESTs’ practices of WCF is limited when 
compared to other aspects; however, as mentioned earlier, it will continue to draw attention for future studies. The 
studies so far revealed different perceptions. There are mainly three findings from these studies; i) NNESTs tend to 
be more severe, ii) NESTs are stricter and iii) there is not a significant difference between two groups. Studies for 
the first group includes Sheory (1986), for example, who compared American and Indian teachers and concluded 
that NNESTs perceived errors more seriously than the NEST group. Similarly, Hyland and Anan (2006) also 
reported Japanese teachers were more severe about errors in composition tasks compared to English teachers. 
Another study with similar findings by Schmitt (1993) revealed that Japanese teachers judged grammatical errors 
more harshly than their native-speaking counterparts. Contrary to these findings, Kobayashi (1992) who compared 
Canadian, English and American teachers with Japanese teachers found that NESTs had stricter error perceptions 
than NNESTs. There are two studies which show that there were not significant differences between these two 
groups of teacher. Shi (2001) compared English and Chinese teachers and reported slight difference. Porte (1999) 
also reached the same conclusion after comparing British and American teachers with Spanish. In general, previous 
studies tend to reveal that non-native speakers are more severe and they tend to focus on more errors than NESTs. 
This study, which also compared NESTs and NNESTs but from two groups which have not been investigated 
before, namely Turkish and American can be considered as a contribution to this general discussion of feedback 
practices by teachers with different backgrounds and culture. 
2. Methodology 
The purpose of this study was to investigate how NESTs and NNESTs who are currently teaching in a state 
university in Turkey practice giving written corrective feedback. The design of the current study is a case study in 
which data was collected through both quantitative and qualitative methods. Quantitative data was collected through 
teachers’ actual feedbacks on students’ writings. Qualitative data, on the other hand, was gathered by semi-
structured interviews with teachers as well as think-aloud- protocols. 
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2.1. Setting and participants 
This study was carried out at a state university in Turkey. Five teachers agreed to take part in the study. Two of 
the instructors were native English speakers who came from the United States of America, while three NNESTs 
were Turkish. All the participants had at least a year’s experience teaching English at the university level. During 
this study, these teachers were responsible for English courses offered from beginners to intermediate level language 
students at preparatory school at this university. Participants were selected based on their availability and 
willingness to participate. Pseudonyms are used to respect the anonymity of participants, so in the following 
sections, they will be referred to as Nil, Meltem, Ceren, Oprah, and Helen. Oprah and Helen are the NESTs.  
2.2. Data collection 
Data for the study was collected in three stages: In the first stage, eight students (pre-intermediate level) were 
asked to write an essay on the topic of “Future of Food”. They were given a guideline which included a section of 
instructions which told them about the number of words they needed to produce and the format of the paper. There 
were also some guiding questions that would help them to think on the topic. Once the students submitted their 
writings, the participant teachers were given copies of these essays and asked to evaluate the text holistically on a 
scale of 1–20, write three reasons for these grades and provide written feedback according to their preferences, 
without any constraints on time or the corrective scheme. It should be noted that this study was based on teachers’ 
providing feedback on authentic texts collected from students rather than finding errors in isolated sentences which 
do not occur in an authentic text, which was followed by two more data sources namely think aloud protocols and 
interviews. In stage two, as a following step retrospective think-aloud method (RTA) was used in order to gain 
insights into the thought processes of these teachers. RTA is a method which asks the participants first to complete 
the tasks and only afterward to verbalize their process. After they provided WCF on students’ papers, the teachers 
were asked to think aloud by speaking out what they were thinking while giving feedback. The essays that the 
participant teachers marked were used as stimuli in the stimulated recall interview. Each participant was given one 
essay as a stimulant. The stimulated recall interview was conducted in Turkish with Turkish students and English 
with American teachers. The researcher took notes during think aloud sessions. The last stage of data collection was 
interviewing the teachers to investigate their considerations of WCF in more depth. Semi-structured interviews were 
conducted to learn more about their general thoughts on feedback providing. Interview questions included sections 
as: general opinion on feedback, feedback giving process, specific situations, students and teachers’ 
reactions/feelings towards feedback and NEST, NNEST issues in feedback. Interviews were conducted face-to-face 
and lasted between 30-60 minutes. All interviews were recorded on digital audio recorders to supplement the 
interviewers’ notes.  
2.3. Data analysis 
Data analysis was carried out in a cyclical process as in the case of data collection. To begin with, corrected 
papers written by students were collected back and each paper was converted to machine readable files to be 
analyzed in software called UAM Corpus tool (O’Donnell, 2008). This tool allowed the researcher to create his own 
annotation scheme, tag each error correction. With the help of this tool categorization of each error was completed 
in a systematic and organized way. During the annotation, any comment, underlining or correction made on the 
student text by the teacher was considered as a written intervention. As the next step, the notes taken during think-
aloud protocols and the transcriptions of interviews were analyzed. Comments from respondents were collated, 
categorized, and tabulated by creating a table summarizing subjects’ responses to the major interview questions 
along with illustrative quotations for each category.  
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3. Findings and discussion 
It should be noted that the findings reported here are initial results of an ongoing study. Further investigations 
will be carried out with more papers from students in time. Additionally, follow-up interviews will be carried out in 
time to trace how these two groups of teachers perceive and practice giving corrective feedback. Data analysis so far 
yielded some insights which are worth discussing.  
3.1. Types of feedback 
Using UAM corpus annotation tool, all the error corrections were tagged based on the feedback types provided 
by Ellis (2009). As can be seen in Table 1, there is an agreement in the feedback types. Four of the teachers 
provided both direct and indirect feedback which means they either provided the correct form or used cursors to 
show omissions in the student’s text. Only Meltem, a NNEST, indicated (by underlining) that there was an error; 
however, unlike other teachers, she did not provide the correct form. All the error correction procedure could be 
considered as unfocused, because the teachers did not have a previously decided one or two specific types of errors 
to correct. They tended to correct all the errors existing in the texts. The only significant difference between NEST 
and NNEST was that both of the NNESTs tended to reformulate sentences that they  found incomprehensible. The 
way they do was by highlighting that sentence or expression and suggesting an alternative, or a better constructed 
sentence or expression.  
Table 1. Types of Feedback  
Helen
(NEST) Nil 
Oprah
(NEST) Ceren Meltem 
1. Direct CF * * * * 
2. Indirect CF * 
a. Indicating + locating the error * * * * 
b. indication only         * 
3. Meta-linguistic           
a. Use of error code           
b. Brief grammatical descriptions           
4 a. Focused           
   b. Unfocused * * * * * 
5. Electronic feedback           
6. Reformulation *** * *** *   
* indicates that the teacher makes use of that type of feedback  
3.2. Teachers’ opinions on the value/effect of the feedback 
The analysis of interviews with each teacher revealed that all the teachers had positive attitudes towards error 
correction and they regard it as a positive pedagogic strategy. They believe that seeing and correcting student errors 
is teacher’s responsibility. It should be done in a systematic and regular way so that the WCF could be beneficial 
and effective for students as a learning tool to improve their writing. Further discussions with teachers on how they 
perceive feedback giving procedure have also showed that both NEST and NNEST empathize themselves with their 
students. NNESTs say that since they have gone through the same procedure of learning English as a foreign 
language, they can understand their students better. Similarly, NESTs have also indicated that both of the teachers 
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have also experienced learning a foreign language (French), which helps them better understand how their students 
feel and think. Here is an excerpt from Helen, one of the NESTs, explaining her feelings while giving feedback. 
“Learning another language is hard, it can be frustrating. It is not easy and I can understand them. I learnt 
another language before. Writing papers and getting back all these corrections can be very discoursing. It also 
helps to know what you are doing well. I definitely empathize with my students. You are learning another 
language, and sometimes you get stuck. You try to find the right word. You think you have the right word but 
it may not make any sense to a native speaker. I sometimes feel bad when I am correcting the papers.” 
3.3. Focus of WCF and the number of feedback 
Tagging each error of students’ papers in by annotation feature of UAM corpus tool, types of each error was 
identified. To begin with, based on an initial annotation of four student papers, the results yielded 245 error 
corrections by NEST and 174 NNESTs, which shows a significant difference between two groups’ error correction 
practices. These feedbacks were grouped in six categories as content of the paper, grammar, organization, 
punctuation, spelling and intelligibility. As can be seen in Figure 1 below, grammar is the most commonly corrected 
category for both group of teachers (175 by NESTs and 126 by NNESTs). It is also found that NESTs paid more 
attention to punctuation compared to NNEST. Additionally, intelligibility, which means if the expression or 
sentence was clear enough to understand or it was native-like enough, was another category that NESTs teachers 
were more focused compared to NNESTs. 
Figure 1. Focus of WCF and number of feedback 
Further analysis of feedback was carried out to find out which language aspect in terms of grammar was focused 
on by teachers. Twenty sub categories were identified under grammar. These include articles, use of auxiliary verbs, 
conjunctions, comparatives/ superlatives, gerunds/infinitives, modals, negation, use of object, passive/active voice, 
possessives, prepositions, sentence structure, singular/plural, subject-verb agreement, use of subject, tenses, use of 
verbs, vocabulary, word order, and word formation. When a comparison was done between two groups, it was found 
that overall there is an agreement on grammar category focused. One minor difference is that NESTs pay more 
attention to conjunctions (7 vs. 2) and singular/plural forms (26 vs. 11) compared to NNEST.  
3.4. Style of feedback giving process 
There are various ways how teachers indicate and correct errors in students’ writings. Underlining, circling, 
question marks, smiling faces can be seen in almost all of the papers corrected. One thing which is worth 
mentioning is that both of NESTs frequently cross the error; however, this is not done by NNEST. When teachers 
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were asked on this issue during their interviews, NEST indicated that they did not realize it. NNEST, on the other 
hand, strongly stated that they would never cross an error, which might be because they were explicitly told not to 
do so by their professors during their teacher trainings.  
3.5. Overall grades and (f) reasons for these overall grades 
All the teachers were asked to give an overall grade to each paper on a 20-point scale, as well as to state three 
most important reasons for their ratings. The result showed that there were no significant differences in holistic 
scores given by both groups. The average grade was 13 or 14 for all the teachers. In addition, there was an 
agreement between the two groups on the most important reason for their grades. The reasons included grammar, 
intelligibility, and content for all the teachers. Uniqueness of thoughts was the only reason mentioned by NESTs but 
not NNESTs.  
4. Conclusion  
This study aimed to present how two groups of teachers, NNEST (Turkish) and NEST (American), practice and 
perceive giving written corrective feedback on their students’ essays. It is an ongoing case study using both 
quantitative and qualitative methods. Based on the data collected, the quantitative analysis showed that there seems 
to be discrepancy in the number of error correction by NESTs and NNESTs. The findings provide further evidence 
of the tendency for native English speakers to be more serious in indicating students’ errors. Also, based on error 
corrections, and written comments provided by teachers, it was found that NNESTs focused mostly on grammar, 
whereas, NESTs focus both grammaticality and intelligibility in identifying errors. Further discussions with each 
teacher showed that the discrepancy between teachers stem from their personal experiences. One of the NESTs said 
that she worked as an instructor at an academic writing center before; therefore, she “has an eye for errors”. 
Similarly, the other native teacher said that, one of her previous teachers, whom they called “grammar hammer” 
used to be very severe in error correcting. She believed this helped her to be a better writer; therefore, she tends to 
be stricter with errors.  
Qualitative analysis of interviews and think aloud protocols reveals that although teachers’ practice, beliefs or 
styles of feedback might differ; both groups indeed share similar thoughts on the value and effect of the feedback. 
Additionally, their concerns regarding feedback seem to be similar since both parties indicate that students’ use of 
tools such as Google translate to compose their writings affect the skill of writing and their feedbacks in a negative 
way. Helen, for example, said that “...more and more students started to use Google translate and one can easily see 
that in their papers. It is not good because if the students do not think in the target language while they are writing, 
what comes out is a piece of writing which does not make sense most of the time.” Similarly, two other teachers 
indicated that once they realize that the students’ paper is not his original work but written via translate tools from 
internet; they do not enjoy giving feedback anymore.  
To sum up, this study shows that WCF is a dynamic and context-based issue. There are many variables that 
should be taken into account about teachers and these variables tend to show change based on pedagogical 
education, personal experience and context of teaching. This study reveals that particularly teachers’ past experience 
play the most significant role in giving feedback in this specific context of teaching. It is hard to say there is a better 
way of doing it; however, showing this diversity is believed to provide insights for future studies from different 
language learning/teaching environments. 
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